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REPLY COMMENTS OF
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Florida Pay Telephone Association, Inc. ("FPTA"), submits the
following reply comments in response to the comments filed pursuant
to the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ("Notice"), FCC-93-496,
released on December 2, 1993 by the Federal Communications
Commission ("FCC") in the above captioned proceedings.

I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF REPLY COMMENTS

As with its initial comments filed on January 14, 1994, the
FPTA shall limit its reply comments to the area of the Notice
addressing pay telephone fraud prevention, contained within
paragraphs 27 through 31 of the Notice.

On the basis of the record developed in this docket, the FCC
should adopt the Florida fraud rule for pay telephones without any
changes. All of the parties agree that each carrier involved in
the completion of a pay telephone call should act to prevent fraud.
However, those who oppose the FCC’'s adoption of the Florida fraud
rule ignore the fact that without the proper economic incentive,
development and implementation of fraud prevention equipment,
services, and practices will not become a reality. Only when
liability and responsibility are coordinated, which occurs under
the Florida rule, will each carrier fully respond to the fraud

problem.



II. REPLY COMMENTS

The parties submitting comments in this proceeding all seem to
agree that each participant in the completion of a pay telephone
call should work to prevent pay telephone fraud. However, some
parties oppose the assignment of liability inherent in the Florida
fraud rule claiming that such an assignment would have the opposite
effect. However, the experience in Florida well demonstrates that
with the assignment of fraud liability comes the undertaking of
fraud responsibility. Thus, only under the Florida rule will each
party to the pay telephone call act responsibly to prevent fraud.

The intersection between the issue of responsibility and
liability 1is best demonstrated by the incoming international
collect call problem addressed by several of the parties in their
initial comments. GTE, for example, states that the local exchange
companies ("LECs") and interexchange carriers ("IXCs") should not
be held —responsible for fraud associated with incoming
international collect callsg, but that the problem can be minimized
by assignment of specific number blocks to pay telephones (e.g.,
use of the 8000 and 9000 series) or use of the "cuckoo tone." GTE
Comments, at 10.

Notwithstanding any value that may be derived from adoption of
the two practices identified by GTE, this approach addresses only
symptoms and not causes. For incoming international calls the
responsible solution is for the domestic carrier completing the
call to access the line information database ("LIDB") and validate

the call. AT&T has stated in 1its Comments that 1t 1s now



validating incoming international collect calls completed to 8000
and 9000 series telephone numbers. AT&T Comments, at 27 and n. 39.
But all carriers do not validate, i.e., take responsibility for,
incoming international collect calls, and they will not validate
these calls until the economics of completing such calls make it
more economical to validate. In this case, the Florida fraud rule
provides the right incentive for each carrier since the pay
telephone provider must subscribe to the LEC screening service, the
LEC must act to ensure that such information is properly maintained
in LIDB, and the IXC must act to validate the call.

In evaluating the effectiveness of the Florida rule, it must
be remembered that a preexisting condition in Florida is the
requirement that the pay telephone provider buy operator screening,
billed number screening, and international call blocking, a fact
overlooked by some of the Comments. Purchase of these services,
which should be mandatory and offered at no more than cost to the
pay telephone service provider, is a vital part of the solution to
the pay telephone fraud problem. But fraud prevention in Florida
has not stopped with screening and blocking and the resulting
assignment of any liability.

Rather, the Florida rule compels each carrier to make the
rationally economic decision -- undertake all reasonable fraud
prevention measures. For example, BellSouth discussed in its
Comments changed practices involving the location of network
interfaces, implementation of prebill edits, and the elimination of

secondary dial tone reordering. BellSouth Comments, at 8. The



FPTA believes that the coordination of liability and responsibility
has fostered a better working relationship between the competitive
pay telephone service providers and LECs that has led to additional
fraud prevention measures and continued activities to improve these
services and develop additional services. In the final analysis,
contrary to the suggestions of GTE and Sprint, assignment of
liability does not "mask" the fraud problem. GTE Comments, at 11;
Sprint Comments, at 9. Instead, the Florida rule has maximized the
development of workable fraud prevention solutions.
ITI. CONCLUSION

While there is general agreement that all should work to
prevent fraud on pay telephones, some parties are opposed to the
adoption of the Florida rule because they believe the carriers will
be too preoccupied with liability issues and not focused upon fraud
prevention. Yet, the Florida experience makes it quite clear that
assignment of liability compels each carrier to act responsibly.
Accordingly, the Florida Pay Telephone Association recommends that
on the basis of the record that the FCC adopt the Florida fraud
rule for pay telephones without any further changes.

Respectfully submitted,
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